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-RAROSPECTIVE FISCAL ANALYSIS OF NEPTE

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

By:

Roland Goddu and John Pitmaff.

In an earlier report, the cost implications Of six (6) staff
'

'development cooperative effoits werediscussed. In this second re

, .

port. 20 resource development, projects are presented and discusSed.,

The purpose of this report is to discuss theimpact of the New Eng=

land Regional Commission.(NEKOM)F fund& end ather development funds

(,''
. i ,

. .

allocated by the New England Program in Teacher Education (NEPTE) on
. .

,the implementation of programs by local- groups to -improve existing,

. teacher education practices.- Specifically, this report addresses

the'costs associate with project' activities that, provided outp.u.t.s

in terms of products and/or training resources utilized.

This report deals with-20 projegts funded by NEPTE from 1971 to

1974. The 20projects are divided into two categories, Which are:

ode- A. Attempts of people to do something they, had never

done before -- termed.here, UAliqueProjects, and

B. Attempts of people to make something wort( better

termed here, Refinement Projects.
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II

UNIQUE PROJECTS
Total Funds Allocated

.

There were a total of.eight (8) projects inthis category. Table One

(Page 4A) lists each project and the total amodAt of funds provided by

NEPTE.

The data VI Table One show that,a total of $/77,502 was allocated to
. .

the eight. (8) Unique Projects. Two projects (ANISA and Gresham Chair)

received a total of $441,916 (57% of the funds). By adding two'more projects,

(Chittenden School and SASSI) a total of $682,666 (88% of the funds) was

allocated to four Projects with the remaining 12 per centof the fund's

%**0

' allocated to the other four projects (CEFS, Little Harbor, North.County

Network, and Penquiscock). The range of funds allocated was $241,916.(ANISA)

$5,0A (Little Harbor). The data show that the funds allocate 4-4,11

FY72 ($373, 836) was approximately the same as funds allocated i FY73

($379,871)..with a marked reduction in FY75 ($23,795). In fact, one

of the projects received funds in all three years ( ANISA). With the

exception of Chittenden and SASSI, all projects received the bulk of their

.funding tIfv first year.

REFINEMENT PROJECTS
Tota" Funds Allocated

There were a total of 12 projects in, this category. The following

table (Page 4B) (Table Two) lists each project and the funds provided for

fiscal years 72-74. .

I
i

r

Theldata iirTable'TwO show that a total of $270,514 was allocated to the
.

.

12 Refinememt Projects.. .Thre-projetta: (PROJECT ERR, Upper Valley NEpTE,

..ILkid WatertOWn) receiveda total of $169,493 (63%) of the funds with the
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remainder of the funds (37%) distrO4skamounk'the other nine (9) Projects.

The range of funds allocated to the 12 projectswas $65,840 (UpperValley

NEPTE) to $3,500 (Women's.Training and Rbsourcq.Corp. and Shapleigh.Memorial

School). Excluding the top three projects', the range was $25,121,4tford)

$3,500. Only one project:(UpperValley NEPTE) was allocated funds 4111_
L.

three years; five (5) projected received limited allocations in FY744only;

two projects received allocations in FY72only,' and the other four prpjects

received allocations for two years. There is no particular pattern among'

projects funded for two years.

When looking at the combined totals for Unique and Refinement projects,

the data show aAtotal of h',048,016,Fas allocated to the 20 projects.

Allocations made in FY72 ($495,897) and FY73 ($468,624) were roughly the

'

same with .a Marked cdrop in FIL4 ($83,495).

Cost Analysis of Unique and Refinement Projects
't*

Categories in the following tables are designed to show the general

types of expenditures made by the respective, project directors. The first

five (5) categories represent organizational and central administrative.

costs. Categories seven (7) through 10 represent training and product
.

development,casts. The category dissemination and keepables, probably, could

be plald in either, of the-two category groups. (See Category 7, Table

3B, .Page 5B) .

O
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,

Analysis olif Unique Project ZOsE Caeegaries

Salaries kreview of the data ( Table Three, COldmh 1) show that
I

_

all eight 8) projects allocated funds for salaries. The costs fanged

from $Z03,379 (84%) for ANISA to 0;054 (41%) for little Harbor. The-

percdntage allpcated rangedtom high of 64% (AgISA) to a low of

27.8%-_,(Gresham)." The average percentake allocated for the top four

projects.was ($339,127) .. The av perage erceetage alloqated for

V,

the trottom four prdjectp was- 32.5% ($30,901). With the-.sigpificant

exception of the Gresham Chair, the larger,prOjects chose tb allocate'a

larger percentage of their funds to salarie# than did the smaller. projects.

L

Overhead and Fringe - A review of the data (Table Three, Column 2)

shows that all four larger projects and two of the smaller project

allocated f4nds in this category. The average cost for the-four larger .

projects was 4.5%,;ranging from 7:5% (SASSI), to .7% (Gresham). The

,
- ,

average percentage allocated by the.smaller Vrojete wad 3.15%, but it

represents only two projects CNorthXoyMy.Network,-6-6%-and -CEFS,-7.0,a-

.
.

With the exception of Gresham, prOjiectschaigng.ovethead and fringe ranged

between 5.6% and 7.5%. -.Sie of project does not appear to determifle whether

such charges are made. However, when charges were made, they were in the

5 7 per cent range.

Travel A review of the data (Table Three, COlumn 3) shows that five

projects allocated funds for, travel. The range was 10.3% (Penquiscock) to

IN

.9%'(ChitteridV. The largeK,projects (3 of 4) averaged 2% and the

saialler projects.(2 of 4) averaged 5.1%. There _is no pattern. .1k pattern!

does emerge if one looks at4Oject purposes, i.e. all projects listing

1 costs reqUired traini and/or staff development activity in several

-6-

0



locations. Penquiscock required extensive travel over a three county area,

ANISA required extensive national travel, and'-Gresham sub-granted funds to

.multiple agencies, all of which had travel expenditures. Little Harbor,

SASSI, and CEFS operated from a fixed location; if travel was incurred,

it was41tovered with other funds.

Expendable Supplies and Communications - A review of ttie data tTablej

1

Thre4 Column 4) shows that the same five projects that listed travel .

expenditures also listed expenditures in this category. Chittenden (10,6%)

r."

and Penquiscock48%) were the primary projects in this category.. The

other three projects' ranged from 2.6%.(North Codnty Neetrok) to 1r5V(ANISA). .

Again, project purpose is probably the primary factor. Possibly, larger

.projects6aremore liki1V to incofyiorate expendable supplies and communication

in their,budgets than are smaller projects- -which may use their own funds

'100

for small expenditures. in this Category.,

Evaluation and Research review'of the data (Table ThreaA ColUOia

_Five) shows that only one project (Chittenden) allocated funds in this

category (24%). All other projects seem to provide for tiffs activity, if

at all, within other categories,probab±y salaries, or consultant services.

Evaluations were usually done by project directors and inc7porated in %

quarterly and final reports rather' that contracted to formal 011oitct

evaluators.

TotalslOrganizational Costs - A review ofthe data (Table Three A,

Column Six) shows that there was a marked difference between the larger and

smaller projects.. The four larger projects averaged 67.7%, ranging from
4 4

93.8% (ANISA) to 33.9% (Gresham). The four smaller projects averaged 45.3%,

ranging f om 48.6% (North Winty Network) to 41.11 (Little Harbor). Clearly,

-7-
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.61

the larger projects allocated more of their funds to organizational

categories than did smaller projects, especially in the category of salaries,

the consistent exception being the Gresham Chair.

.04

Y

-8-
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Disseminatios.and Keepables A review of the data (Table Three B,

Column Seven) shows that a total of five (S) prOjects, 3 of 4 larger projects

and 2 of 4 smaller projects, allocated funds in this Olegory. The costs

ranged from 7.5% (CEFS) to 2% (North County Network): CEFS and Chittenden

1

were the major' prOjects in this category (7.5 10 6.6 respectively). The
4

1Nriether three projects ranged.from 2% to 3.7%.
.0

Consultant Services A review of the data,(Table Three B, Column 8)

.stiows that all projects except Penquiscock allocated funds in this category.

The four larger projects averaged 11.9% while the smaller projects averaged

_20.9%. Two projects (CEFS and Little Harbor)"made extensive use of consultants

. (42.9% and 58.9% respectively). Two other projects (Gresham 20.9% and

SASSI 25.3%) utilized consultants tO'a large degree. The other four projects

4,2allocated less than 9% tneir resources'to consultants. One possible

explanation,for the greater use of consultants by the smaller projects is

that larger projects had larger staffs who were able to serve consultant

roles as well as administrative roles while smaller projects had to contract

for consultant services.

Conferences and Workshop Fels - A review of the'data (Table Three B,.

Column Nine) shows th2t four projects allocated funds in this category.

IChittenden (2.2%) and Penquiscock (4.3%) conducted limited workshop

activities. North County Network alloetied more money in this category

(40'6 %) than in any othelecategory. The Gresham Chair provided fot the

extensive (31.3%) utilizttion of its resources by teachers1 , students, and

parents through this category.

General Costs - This category (Table ree B, Column 10) is the least

clear, it includes miscellaneous' costs, as well as training and product

-9-
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.0 1

development costs are included.
$.7

1r

$

erally, this category represent S'

s not listed as separate workshop)training and product develcipment

costs. The average cost for the

projects (22.4%).are deceptVie.

\

r projects 47.3%) and smaller

our larger projects had costs in

to 18.3% (Chittenden). Only 1' this category ranging from .8% (SA

of 4 smaller projects hadcosts (

.

alloCated 49.2% to this category--

categOr.y. It is probably fai1"to s

full in this category while smalte

purpose() of the-smaller projects

as e result of lo-cal training (Pen

11.1-

'Totals Training and, Product Delrel ment A review of the data (Table

Three B, Conran 11) shows that the larger' projects average 32.2% for these

activities while the smaller projects averaged 54.6%. The range for the

larger projects was 65.1% (Gresham) tg 2.4% (ANISA). The range for the

scock) but the one project

largest single expendit4re in any

hat larger projects allocated

jects did not unless the specific

o,stimuiate'product'developmeni

smaller projects was 58.9% (Little Harlior) to 49.3% (North Cddity Network)

Clearly,. the smaller projects chose to limit organizational and administrative

expenses and concentrate their resduces on training and product development
0

activities. Little larbor and CEFS made extensive use of consultants for.

training, North County Network utilized woikshops, and Penquiscock utilized

training and staff development on a continuing basis. Again, Gresham is

unique in that it subgranted monies to teachers, students, parents, in

different categories (approximately 60 %).. GreshaM (See Table Three)

shows 33.9% organizational, 34.8% training and product development, and 31.3%

Conferencepand workshop fees.



.

Analysis of-Refinement Project Cost CategOries

Salaries - A review of the data (Table Four, Column One) shows ,that'

the three largest projects allocated an average of 67.7% to salaries while

the nine (9) smaller projects averaged 47.43:: .The,range of the NArgegt

project 69.1% (Watertown) to 66.4% (Project ERR). The range of the

smaller projects was 100% to 0% (McLean and U. of Me.(Farm.). There was

4

no consistency in-salary allocation decisions in the smaller.projecEs, while

the larger projects were very consistent. -

.1

---,
,, i

Overhead and Fringe-A review of the'data (Table Four, Column Two)
.

.
,

whows that all three large projects allocated funds in this category while

only 4 of R smaller projects allLated"fiunas. Those prpjects which had
. ,y 1 N

i .
costs ranged from 12% (WTRC) to .9%. (Project ERR). There was no Consistent

rate chatged.

Travel"- A-review of the data (Table Four,, ColumneThree) shows that

seven (7) Orojectg allocated funds for travel (3 of. 3 larger, and 4 of

.9 smaller): Costs ranged from 6.3% (Upper Valley NEPTE) to .6% (Barbour) .

The average for larger projects was 4.1% and for smaller projects 1.4%, -

yet there was little difference among those charging in this category. A

review of project activities showed that those projects showing 3% or more

also built travel, usually for students, into the project.

Expendable Supplies and Communications A review of the data (Table

Four, Column Four) shows that nine (9). projects allocated funds in this

category--3 of 3 larger and 6 of 9 smaller projects. Costs ranged from

8% (Colebrook) to 1.5% (Watertown). There was little difference in

the avetage-between large and small projects (4.2 and 3.9 respectively)
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Evaluation and Research - A review of the data (Tbi/.1e Four, Column Five)

shows that fitib (5) projects.allocated funds in this 'categotm 2

larger and 3 of 9 smaller. The range was 8.5% (Shapleigh) to 1.2%

Valley NEPTE). 4Appaiently, ShApleigh and Watertown chose't6 do a formal,

er

contracted evaluation. Uppet Valley NEPTE, Barbour, and Stratford allocated

,fixed fees for-an evaluator who wa's a 'staff member. The other projects did

evaluation as.part of their normal quarterly and fingl reporting process.

There was greater enphasis.on formal outside evaluation among these projects

than was the case id-the Unique Projects.

TotalsOrganizational Costs A review of the data (Table Four,'COlumn

Six) shows thai the larger projects average 81.7% while the skaller proje ts

averaged 57.9%. There was considtency'in coses among the larger yrojects

while costs among the smaller projecpewere extremely varied--100%, l&project;

uJ
.

75-51%, 3 projects; 25-50%, 3 projects; 20% Or)less, 2 projects. Generally,

smalleit projects tended to minimize expenses (except McLean) and putAheir

fundstiAltp training and product developMent areas.

Dissemination and Keepables - A review of the data (Table Fourt

Column-7) shows that seven .0) projects allocated funds in this category
.

-2 of 3 larger and 5 of 9 smaller projects. The range was 50%. (Univ. of

Maine, Farmington) to .3 (Stratford). The average for larger projects was

1.5% and 7.3% for smaller rojects. Four projects made major commitments

in this category; Uniyersi y of Maine, Farmington (50%), ColebfbOk (20%),

HighlOthd Park (16.1%) and Westminster West (12.6W. Apparently, several

smaller projects 4Lose to.allocate their limited resources to keepable

materials and dissemination 'act ities. Perhaps this is 'because such

expenditures are limited in local budgets and acquisition of such resources

must come through outside-runding.

0



Consultant Services - A review of the data -(Tale FOur, Column 8)

shows that 10 of 12 projects allocated .funds in this category. Costs

ranged from 60% (Shapleigh) to 3.6% (Westminster West). The averages for

large and small projects was 8.3% and 16.2% respectively. The larger

projects ranged from 5.1% to >lQ.6% while' the smaller 'projects.ranged from
P

60% to ).6%. Smaller projects Using consultant service's were. divided into

two distinct groups: 1) those averaging between 60 -20 %; and 2) those

under .10%., Clearly, small prbjects turned tocansultantsimore than did

larger projects.. Probably, for the same reason earlier not d, 11p. project

staff were not able, to provide needed services whereas larget projeCt

staffs could' serve, at least in part, consultant roles.

Conferences and Workshop Fees - A review of the,data (Table Four, Column
,

,Nine) shows. at8seven (7) projects allocated fund's in this category. The

two larger tipjen,ts, Project E9 and Watertown, allocated 1.6% and 5.4% 11

respectively. ,
The five smaller projects ranged froth ao% (Highland ?ark)

to 28.5% (WTRC). The averages ?or the laer and smaller-projects were

1.9% and 14.5% respectively. Smallef projects thatutilized this category

did so to a much greater degree than was the case for-larger projects.

General Costs A review of the data (Table Four, Column 10) shows

that nine (9),projpcts
0
allocated funds in this category. The allocati

ranged from (Univ. of Maine, Farmington) to .2%' (Highland Park). The

$

averages were similarefor larger and smaller projects 6%and 5.3% respectively.

Shapleigh and the University of Maine, Farmington, were the major users,

.22.8% and 30% respectively.

Totals Training and Product Development - A review of the d ta,

4
(Table Four, Column 12) shows that the average allocation for the three

21
-13-
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a

larger projects was 17.8% ranging from 36% (Project ERR) to 12.7% (Upper

Valley NEPTE). The average allocation for the nine (9) smaller projects was

43.4% ranging from 82.9% (Shapleigh) to 35'.7% (Highland Park). The Smaller

projects without exception, allocated more funds to thesp acti&ties than

.did any of the larger projects.

22
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Analysis Across Unique-and Refinement Projects

It is most difficult to draw any cleat generalizations.concerning the

cost'deCi-grons Ma& by the large. versus small projects in the Unique.,and

Refinement categories. Table Five lists the percentages for each cost

i0
category, and compares the totals for

,

Unique and Refinement 'projects and

then compares large-awe small protects in Unique and 'Refinement projects.
.

Oee Page 15A)

"A'review of Table Five draws out the significant differences

Indicated on Chart A. The data provides a clear. indication that Unique

prcejectsOnd to send more funds for conferences, workshops, and general

)

training and development costs while Refinement projects tend to spend

ii .

more funds on salaries.' The larger the project, the smaller the difference
.

. 45;
,,--

.

, -

in allocation in. these categories. Nevertheless, it
,

is significant that

-
e

...

when a project tends to perceive itself as demonstrating successful practice
t

it focuses funds on,the salary of persons who make the demonstration work.

Unique projects which tend to be more developmental and exploratory tend

to invest in conferences, workshops, training, And other such development

costs. They seem to be seeking out ideas, personnel, and resources rather

than presenting. The Gresham Chairdata is particuarly ,,significant in this

area.

Totals A review of the eata (Table Five) shows that Refinement

Projects as a group allocated 60.1% to salaries which'is 5.6% greater than

Unique Ptojects as a grsop. Other organizational costs categories were

roughly comparable. Organizational costs category allocations were 5.9%

higher for Refinement prOjects (70.4% versus 64.5%). The only major

o

difference in the Training .and Product Development categories was in

d -15-

t5',*
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CHART A

. ;

1;t"eas of Significant Differences
si

-.
1. UNIQUE VS. REFINEMENT

(1) Salaries + 5.6

(8) Conferences andWorkshopb
AND- - 6.3

A
(9) Gen..Tng. & Dev. C9sts

2 LARGE UNIQUE VS. LARGE REFINEMENT

1

.

(1) Salaries (+10.2

(8) Conferences and Workshops ' - 7.7

3. SMALL UNIQUE VS. SILL-REFINEMENT'

(1) Salaries

(9) Gen. Tng. & Dev. Costs
o.

p

-15A-

Zel

+14.9

-17.1
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conferences and workshop' osts wtj re rnique Projects allocated 2:8%

more. funds (6.6% versus 9.9%). tptiis for Training and Product

6evelopment categories were sighif, cant4-34.97 and 27.2%.

Large Projects A review of "the data (Table Five) shows that.

. N ,.,

,o,

Refinement prolects alto ted la' % more funds to salaries (67.7%H 57.57) J

and.that total organizational c a witg 11.9% higher'(79% ,, 67.1%) for

1efinemen7projects than Uniqn0 rOjeAts. As one would expect,
*

Training
,

.4

andgroductDevelopment Costs weresignifica71y1,ower for R inement

,t-
projects with the greatFst difference being under the` Conferences and

Workshops category (1:9"4,--9.6%0, inemeht projects llocated 14.5%

less to Training and Product Devel men4 categories
A
than- did Unique Projects:

Sma'l Projects 7 A r,view of he (Table Five) shows tha0 t, as

above, Refinement pro alloc ted 14.97 more to salaries and 10.97 more

to organizatiOnal cos iitegori Travel was-the only category where.

Unique Projects allo*ted more finds (5.1% -1.4%). Also, as above,

, .

Refinement Projects,allocated 1.1% les's to Training and Product. Develop-

Ment categories than,did Unique Projects. Unique Projects made greater use

of Consultant services (20. 16.27) and general training '(22.4% -5.3%),

Refinethent projects made g eater use of dissemination and keepables (7.3%.-

2.8%) and conferences an workshops (14.54 8.3%).
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Conclusions

1. inement projects as' a group allocated more of their resources to

organizational costs, especially salaries, than did Unique Projects

(5.9% greater organizational costs).

2. In both large and small project breakdovin,s, the Refinement projects

allogated a much greater percentage of their resources to organizational

cost categories (11.9% large, 10.9% small).

3. Smaller projects in both types of projects allocated gfeater resources

to workshops and conferences and to consultant services. The significant

exception remains the Gresham"Chair.

4. 'Overhead and fringe charges were\lore commonly allocated by large

projects (7 of 7) than small projIcts (6 of 13), but no set rate was

apparent.

5. Travel and expendable supplies were more commonly incorporated in

large projects (6 of 7) than in smaller projects (6 of 13). However,

travel and expendable supply rates varies widely (.6 to 10.3). Perhaps

these categories of costs are more a function of project purpose(s)

than anything else.

6. Six projects allocated funds for evaluation and research7-5 of 6 were

Refinement projects. Apparently most projects, regardless of type or

size, chose to use internal evaluatin procedures, i.e. incorporated

these functions into their regular reporting procedures rather than

contractinfor formal outside evaluation.

-17-
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7. Consultant services varies Sidely, but was more heavily used by smaller

%..

projects. It was noted earlier that smaller projecte', perhaps, had to
II-

vo ,: 1_

contract for services while laiger projects'could, in part, utilize

--staff in consultant roles.

8. Large projects such as ANISA, Watertown, Project ERR, Upper Valley

NEPTE, and SASSI apparently developed separate staffs an4,operations

even though operatpg through other agencies. Consequently, operating

costs were reflected in their costs. Smaller projects tended to

allocate funds to training activities and salaries, and used other

existing support systems in their institution. Thus, tliey were able

to keep operating costs relatively low.

8. Evaluation was generally not seen as an independent cosi category.

10. The divergence in fiscal accounting and reporting procedures made

precise cost analysis exceptionally difficult. Several projects

forfeited their final payment (10% after a Final Report) rather than

submtit a report or audit.

In summary, the cost analysis seems to indicate that most projects

V used funds to: (a) provide salaries nbt otherwise available;

(b) to purchase-supplies (keepables); and (c) to aipport training

activities. Generally, overhead and operational costs were low,

which may have resulted from the NEPTE pblicy and operational

model emphasizing a small central office with resources going to

immediate need responsive field activities. °The Unique projects

tefided to reach out more to others for service, advice, and counsel

and support. The Refinement project tended to husband rare personnel

resources essential to the success of their promised demonstration.

28
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